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If	 ﾠasked	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠideal	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠneeds,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
scholarly	 ﾠresearchers	 ﾠwould	 ﾠsay	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwould	 ﾠwish	 ﾠto	 ﾠhave	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠevery	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠown	 ﾠwork,	 ﾠrigorously	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed,	 ﾠconscientiously	 ﾠ
copyedited	 ﾠand	 ﾠelegantly	 ﾠformatted,	 ﾠonline	 ﾠand	 ﾠon	 ﾠpaper,	 ﾠas	 ﾠsoon	 ﾠas	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠready	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
publication.	 ﾠ(In	 ﾠsome	 ﾠfields	 ﾠ–	 ﾠe.g.,	 ﾠhigh	 ﾠenergy	 ﾠphysics	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐-ﾭ‐	 ﾠresearchers	 ﾠalso	 ﾠwant	 ﾠ
access	 ﾠto	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠso	 ﾠfar	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexception	 ﾠrather	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrule.)	 ﾠMoreover,	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠin	 ﾠmost	 ﾠfields	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠusers	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠ
authors	 ﾠare	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠpopulation,	 ﾠwearing	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠhats,	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠideal	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuser	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠideal	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthor:	 ﾠResearchers	 ﾠconduct	 ﾠand	 ﾠpublish	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠso	 ﾠit	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
accessed,	 ﾠused,	 ﾠapplied	 ﾠand	 ﾠbuilt	 ﾠupon	 ﾠby	 ﾠother	 ﾠresearchers,	 ﾠin	 ﾠfurther	 ﾠongoing	 ﾠ
research.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠprogress	 ﾠand	 ﾠfunding	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠscholarly	 ﾠwork	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐-ﾭ‐	 ﾠnot	 ﾠto	 ﾠmention	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
careers	 ﾠand	 ﾠsalaries	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐-ﾭ‐	 ﾠdepend	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuptake	 ﾠand	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠfindings.	 ﾠ
Hence	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbroader	 ﾠand	 ﾠearlier	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠfindings,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠfor	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠ
(Gargouri	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
So	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠfor	 ﾠideals.	 ﾠNow,	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreality?	 ﾠThere	 ﾠare	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ25,000	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠ
scholarly	 ﾠand	 ﾠscientific	 ﾠjournals,	 ﾠacross	 ﾠall	 ﾠdisciplines,	 ﾠnations	 ﾠand	 ﾠlanguages,	 ﾠ
publishing	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ2.5	 ﾠmillion	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠper	 ﾠyear.	 ﾠNo	 ﾠuniversity	 ﾠor	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠinstitution	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworld	 ﾠcan	 ﾠafford	 ﾠto	 ﾠsubscribe	 ﾠto	 ﾠall,	 ﾠmost	 ﾠor	 ﾠeven	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthose	 ﾠ25,000	 ﾠ
journals;	 ﾠmost	 ﾠcan	 ﾠonly	 ﾠafford	 ﾠto	 ﾠsubscribe	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠthem.	 ﾠThat	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠmost	 ﾠresearchers	 ﾠworldwide	 ﾠonly	 ﾠhave	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠ
published	 ﾠannually;	 ﾠit	 ﾠalso	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠthose	 ﾠannual	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠusers	 ﾠworldwide.	 ﾠAccess,	 ﾠusage,	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠprogress	 ﾠare	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠlost,	 ﾠannually,	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠfalls	 ﾠshort	 ﾠof	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠ
universal.	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠhas	 ﾠexisted	 ﾠever	 ﾠsince	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonset	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPostGutenberg	 ﾠ(online)	 ﾠera	 ﾠ
(Okerson	 ﾠ&	 ﾠO’Donnell	 ﾠ1995).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠis	 ﾠknown,	 ﾠand	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠ(belatedly)	 ﾠbeginning	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠbe	 ﾠimplemented:	 ﾠAuthors	 ﾠcan	 ﾠmake	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠaccessible	 ﾠfree	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠall	 ﾠonline	 ﾠby	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdrafts	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepository	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠupon	 ﾠacceptance	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpublication,	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠinstitutions	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
funders	 ﾠcan	 ﾠmandate	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2003).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠauthor’s	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐
archived	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdraft	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublisher’s	 ﾠversion	 ﾠof	 ﾠrecord	 ﾠ–	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ
it	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠcopyedited	 ﾠnor	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublisher’s	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠformat.	 ﾠSo	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
compromise;	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠcompromise	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠincomparably	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstatus	 ﾠquo.	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠthat	 ﾠrefereed	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠfindings	 ﾠare	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠto	 ﾠall	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠ
users,	 ﾠnot	 ﾠjust	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠat	 ﾠsubscribing	 ﾠinstitutions.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠ
version’s	 ﾠformatting	 ﾠis	 ﾠof	 ﾠno	 ﾠimportance	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmany	 ﾠwould-ﾭ‐be	 ﾠusers	 ﾠwho	 ﾠwould	 ﾠ
otherwise	 ﾠhave	 ﾠno	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠat	 ﾠall;	 ﾠand	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcopyediting	 ﾠ(which	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmost	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠ
these	 ﾠdays	 ﾠis	 ﾠexceedingly	 ﾠlight1)	 ﾠhas	 ﾠcorrected	 ﾠanything	 ﾠsubstantive,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthor	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
update	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdraft	 ﾠto	 ﾠincorporate	 ﾠthat	 ﾠtoo.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Author	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠis	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠ“Green	 ﾠOpen	 ﾠAccess”	 ﾠ(Green	 ﾠOA).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
journals	 ﾠtoday	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠall	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtop	 ﾠjournals)	 ﾠhave	 ﾠalready	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠofficial	 ﾠ
green	 ﾠlight	 ﾠto	 ﾠimmediate	 ﾠauthor	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdrafts.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠminority	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠthat	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠyet	 ﾠendorse	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠOA,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdraft	 ﾠ
can	 ﾠand	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdeposited	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthor’s	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepository	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠ
upon	 ﾠacceptance	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpublication	 ﾠin	 ﾠany	 ﾠcase.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠthe	 ﾠauthor	 ﾠwishes	 ﾠto	 ﾠobserve	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
journal’s	 ﾠembargo	 ﾠon	 ﾠOA,	 ﾠaccess	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeposit	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠset	 ﾠas	 ﾠ“Closed	 ﾠAccess”	 ﾠrather	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠ“Open	 ﾠAccess”	 ﾠduring	 ﾠthe	 ﾠembargo.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠbibliographic	 ﾠmetadata	 ﾠ(author,	 ﾠtitle,	 ﾠ
journal,	 ﾠabstract,	 ﾠetc.)	 ﾠof	 ﾠClosed	 ﾠAccess	 ﾠdeposits	 ﾠare	 ﾠimmediately	 ﾠvisible	 ﾠto	 ﾠall,	 ﾠ
webwide,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepositories	 ﾠcan	 ﾠimplement	 ﾠan	 ﾠ“eprint	 ﾠrequest”	 ﾠ
Button	 ﾠthat	 ﾠallows	 ﾠwould-ﾭ‐be	 ﾠusers	 ﾠto	 ﾠrequest	 ﾠand	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠto	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠa	 ﾠsingle	 ﾠcopy	 ﾠ
for	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠpurposes	 ﾠ(Sale	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠThis	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠcompromise:	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠOA;	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
Almost-ﾭ‐OA.	 ﾠ
But	 ﾠuniversal	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠOA	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠmandates,	 ﾠadopted	 ﾠby	 ﾠuniversities,	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠ
institutions	 ﾠand	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠfunders	 ﾠworlwide	 ﾠwill	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠremedy	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠ
access	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠimmediately,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠmay	 ﾠeventually	 ﾠlead	 ﾠto	 ﾠan	 ﾠeven	 ﾠbetter	 ﾠsolution,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnatural	 ﾠone	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonline	 ﾠera:	 ﾠOnce	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdrafts	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠrefereed	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠ
articles	 ﾠare	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archived	 ﾠand	 ﾠhence	 ﾠfreely	 ﾠaccessible	 ﾠto	 ﾠall	 ﾠusers	 ﾠonline,	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
institutions	 ﾠmay	 ﾠwell	 ﾠdecide	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠno	 ﾠlonger	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠsubscribe	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
which	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠpublished.	 ﾠCancelation	 ﾠpressure	 ﾠwill	 ﾠinduce	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠto	 ﾠcut	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
elminating	 ﾠobsolete	 ﾠproducts	 ﾠand	 ﾠservices,	 ﾠbeginning	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprint	 ﾠedition,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
then	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonline	 ﾠedition.	 ﾠAll	 ﾠproduction,	 ﾠaccess-ﾭ‐provision	 ﾠand	 ﾠarchiving	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
offloaded	 ﾠonto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnetwork	 ﾠof	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepositories.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠauthor’s	 ﾠrefereed,	 ﾠ
revised,	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠfinal	 ﾠdraft,	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archived	 ﾠin	 ﾠhis	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepository,	 ﾠwill	 ﾠ
become	 ﾠthe	 ﾠversion	 ﾠof	 ﾠrecord,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonly	 ﾠservice	 ﾠstill	 ﾠprovided	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠ
publisher	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpeer	 ﾠreview	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠpossibly	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcopyediting).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
1	 ﾠCopyediting	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlightest	 ﾠin	 ﾠSTM	 ﾠjournals;	 ﾠit	 ﾠmay	 ﾠstill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsomewhat	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
substantive	 ﾠin	 ﾠhumanities	 ﾠand	 ﾠarts	 ﾠjournals,	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠin	 ﾠbooks.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠwould	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠexamined	 ﾠsystematically	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠseems	 ﾠalmost	 ﾠcertain	 ﾠthat	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpractise	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
demand	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcopyediting	 ﾠis	 ﾠdeclining	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonline	 ﾠera,	 ﾠand	 ﾠit	 ﾠmay	 ﾠmake	 ﾠmore	 ﾠsense	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠoffer	 ﾠit	 ﾠfor	 ﾠa	 ﾠfee	 ﾠas	 ﾠann	 ﾠoptional	 ﾠextra	 ﾠservice	 ﾠto	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠinstitutions.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠcost	 ﾠof	 ﾠpeer	 ﾠreview	 ﾠalone,	 ﾠper	 ﾠarticle,	 ﾠis	 ﾠonly	 ﾠa	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠpaid	 ﾠ
per	 ﾠarticle	 ﾠby	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠsubscriptions	 ﾠtoday.	 ﾠInstitutions	 ﾠwill	 ﾠeasily	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
cover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐review	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠannual	 ﾠoutgoing	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠout	 ﾠof	 ﾠjust	 ﾠa	 ﾠfraction	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
their	 ﾠannual	 ﾠwindfall	 ﾠsavings	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcancelation	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠincoming	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠ
subscriptions.	 ﾠThat	 ﾠcost	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠeven	 ﾠlower	 ﾠif	 ﾠcharged	 ﾠper	 ﾠindividual	 ﾠround	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
refereeing	 ﾠas	 ﾠno-ﾭ‐fault	 ﾠrefereeing	 ﾠfees	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠas	 ﾠacceptance/publication	 ﾠfees	 ﾠ
(which	 ﾠrequire	 ﾠfactoring	 ﾠin	 ﾠall	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrejected	 ﾠarticles	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfee	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
accepted	 ﾠarticles)	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠ2010).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Covering	 ﾠpublication	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠper-ﾭ‐article	 ﾠpublication	 ﾠfees	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠ
per-ﾭ‐journal	 ﾠsubscription	 ﾠfees	 ﾠis	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠ“Gold	 ﾠOA	 ﾠpublishing”	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2004).	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠnatural,	 ﾠstable	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠfor	 ﾠrefereed	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠpublishing	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPostGutenberg	 ﾠ
era	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠ2009),	 ﾠbut	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠonly	 ﾠpossible	 ﾠif	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠOA	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐archiving	 ﾠis	 ﾠuniversally	 ﾠ
mandated	 ﾠfirst,	 ﾠso	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ(1)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠaccess-ﾭ‐provision	 ﾠand	 ﾠarchiving	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠoffloaded	 ﾠ
onto	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepositories,	 ﾠ(2)	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjournals	 ﾠcan	 ﾠdownsize	 ﾠto	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐review	 ﾠservice	 ﾠ
provision	 ﾠalone,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ(3)	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠsubscription	 ﾠcancelations	 ﾠcan	 ﾠrelease	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfunds	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠpay	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpeer	 ﾠreview	 ﾠfees.	 ﾠUniversal	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠOA	 ﾠmandates	 ﾠfollowed	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
downsizing	 ﾠto	 ﾠGold	 ﾠOA	 ﾠsaves	 ﾠa	 ﾠgood	 ﾠdeal	 ﾠof	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠoverall	 ﾠ(Houghton	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2009),	 ﾠ
whereas	 ﾠtrying	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo	 ﾠit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠway	 ﾠround	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠmore	 ﾠmoney	 ﾠand	 ﾠfails	 ﾠto	 ﾠgenerate	 ﾠ
universal	 ﾠOA	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠ
Does	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsolution	 ﾠgeneralize	 ﾠto	 ﾠscholarly	 ﾠmonographs?	 ﾠThe	 ﾠeconomics	 ﾠof	 ﾠbook	 ﾠ
publishing	 ﾠand	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠpublishing	 ﾠare	 ﾠnot	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame.	 ﾠNor	 ﾠis	 ﾠit	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
scholarly	 ﾠmonographs,	 ﾠas	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠof	 ﾠall	 ﾠauthors	 ﾠof	 ﾠpeer-ﾭ‐reviewed	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠarticles,	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠthey	 ﾠright	 ﾠsolely	 ﾠfor	 ﾠuptake	 ﾠand	 ﾠimpact,	 ﾠnot	 ﾠfor	 ﾠroyalty	 ﾠrevenue.	 ﾠBut	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
research,	 ﾠand	 ﾠbook	 ﾠauthors,	 ﾠtoo,	 ﾠbenefit,	 ﾠboth	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠcareers	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠfunding,	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠfindings.	 ﾠSo	 ﾠperhaps	 ﾠonce	 ﾠa	 ﾠbook	 ﾠcitation	 ﾠindex	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠand	 ﾠshows	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠgained	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠmaking	 ﾠmonographs	 ﾠOA,	 ﾠ
monographs	 ﾠtoo	 ﾠwill	 ﾠtake	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGreen	 ﾠand	 ﾠeventually	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGold	 ﾠroad	 ﾠto	 ﾠOA	 ﾠ(Harnad	 ﾠ
2008).	 ﾠ
Unlike	 ﾠwith	 ﾠOA's	 ﾠprimary	 ﾠtarget,	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠarticles,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdeposit	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfull-ﾭ‐texts	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
books	 ﾠin	 ﾠOpen	 ﾠAccess	 ﾠRepositories	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmandated,	 ﾠonly	 ﾠencouraged.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠdeposit	 ﾠof	 ﾠbook	 ﾠmetadata	 ﾠ+	 ﾠplus	 ﾠ+	 ﾠreference-ﾭ‐lists	 ﾠcan	 ﾠand	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠmandated	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠuniversities	 ﾠand	 ﾠfunders.	 ﾠThat	 ﾠwill	 ﾠcreate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmetric	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐based	 ﾠ
disciplines	 ﾠneed	 ﾠmost:	 ﾠa	 ﾠbook	 ﾠcitation	 ﾠindex.	 ﾠThompson-ﾭ‐Reuters	 ﾠWeb	 ﾠof	 ﾠScience	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ
covers	 ﾠcitations	 ﾠof	 ﾠbooks	 ﾠby	 ﾠ(indexed)	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠarticles,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐based	 ﾠdisciplines'	 ﾠ
biggest	 ﾠneed	 ﾠis	 ﾠbook-ﾭto-ﾭbook	 ﾠcitations.	 ﾠCitebase	 ﾠcould	 ﾠprovide	 ﾠthat,	 ﾠonce	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbook	 ﾠ
reference	 ﾠmetadata	 ﾠare	 ﾠbeing	 ﾠdeposited	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠauthors’	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠrepositories	 ﾠ
too,	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠjust	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠarticles.	 ﾠ(Google	 ﾠBooks	 ﾠand	 ﾠGoogle	 ﾠScholar	 ﾠare	 ﾠalready	 ﾠ
providing	 ﾠa	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠapproximation	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠbook	 ﾠcitation	 ﾠcount.)	 ﾠAnalogues	 ﾠof	 ﾠ"download"	 ﾠ
metrics	 ﾠfor	 ﾠbooks	 ﾠare	 ﾠalso	 ﾠpotentially	 ﾠobtainable	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠbook	 ﾠvendors,	 ﾠbeginning	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
Amazon	 ﾠSales	 ﾠRank.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHumanities	 ﾠit	 ﾠalso	 ﾠmatters	 ﾠfor	 ﾠcredit	 ﾠand	 ﾠimpact	 ﾠhow	 ﾠ
much	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐academic	 ﾠ(hence	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐citing)	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠis	 ﾠreading	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbooks	 ﾠ("Demotic	 ﾠ
Metrics").	 ﾠInstitutionsl	 ﾠrepositories	 ﾠcan	 ﾠnot	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ(1)	 ﾠadd	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐metadata/reference	 ﾠ
deposit	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠOA	 ﾠDeposit	 ﾠMandates,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthey	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ(2)	 ﾠharvest	 ﾠAmazon	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐sales	 ﾠmetrics	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbook	 ﾠmetadata	 ﾠdeposits,	 ﾠto	 ﾠadd	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠIR	 ﾠstats.	 ﾠRepositories	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠalready	 ﾠharvest	 ﾠGoogle	 ﾠBooks	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠGoogle	 ﾠScholar)	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐citation	 ﾠcounts	 ﾠtoday,	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠa	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠstep	 ﾠtoward	 ﾠconstructing	 ﾠa	 ﾠdistributed,	 ﾠuniversal	 ﾠOA	 ﾠbook-ﾭ‐citation	 ﾠindex.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠDublin	 ﾠhumanities	 ﾠmetrics	 ﾠconference	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠconcerned	 ﾠabout	 ﾠother	 ﾠkinds	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
online	 ﾠworks,	 ﾠand	 ﾠhow	 ﾠto	 ﾠmeasure	 ﾠand	 ﾠcredit	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠimpact:	 ﾠMetrics	 ﾠdon't	 ﾠstop	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
citation	 ﾠcounts	 ﾠand	 ﾠdownload	 ﾠcounts.	 ﾠAmong	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmany	 ﾠ"Demotic	 ﾠmetrics"	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠbe	 ﾠcounted	 ﾠare	 ﾠlink-ﾭ‐counts,	 ﾠtag-ﾭ‐counts,	 ﾠblog-ﾭ‐mentions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ	 ﾠweb	 ﾠmentions.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ
applies	 ﾠto	 ﾠbooks/authors,	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠto	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠto	 ﾠcourseware	 ﾠand	 ﾠto	 ﾠother	 ﾠidentifiable	 ﾠ
online	 ﾠresources.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠshould	 ﾠhasten	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprogress	 ﾠof	 ﾠbook	 ﾠmetrics,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwill	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
turn	 ﾠaccelerate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgrowth	 ﾠin	 ﾠOA's	 ﾠprimary	 ﾠtarget	 ﾠcontent:	 ﾠjournal	 ﾠarticles,	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
increasing	 ﾠsupport	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinstitutional	 ﾠand	 ﾠfunder	 ﾠOA	 ﾠDeposit	 ﾠMandates.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
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